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Jose Lucas Zamora appeals his conviction for conspiracy, possession with

intent to distribute, and distribution of methamphetamine.  See 21 U.S.C. §§ 841,

846.  We affirm.
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Batson v. Kentucky, 476 U.S. 79, 95–97, 106 S. Ct. 1712, 1722–23, 90 L.1

Ed. 2d 69 (1986).

See United States v. Vasquez-Lopez, 22 F.3d 900, 902 (9th Cir. 1994).2

See Paulino v. Castro, 371 F.3d 1083, 1089–90 (9th Cir. 2004).3

Williams v. Runnels, 432 F.3d 1102, 1107–09 (9th Cir. 2006).4

2

Zamora asserts that his rights under Batson  were violated when the1

government exercised a peremptory challenge as to one of the prospective jurors in

the venire.  We disagree.

The district court did apply the correct legal standard in determining whether

Zamora had established a prima facie case of discrimination.  See Boyd v.

Newland, 467 F.3d 1139, 1143 (9th Cir. 2006).  Therefore, we review the decision

for clear error.  See United States v. Collins, 551 F.3d 914, 919 (9th Cir. 2009);

Tolbert v. Page, 182 F.3d 677, 685 (9th Cir. 1999) (en banc).  The district court did

have broad discretion when determining what factors were relevant under the

circumstances,  did not impede defense counsel’s explanation of his position,  and2 3

properly determined that the circumstances “eroded” the allegations of

discrimination.   Thus, the district court did not clearly err when it determined that4

Zamora had not spelled out a prima facie case of discrimination.

AFFIRMED.


